
BEFORE THE TENNESSEE STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION

IN RE: John .Ilev I
Map 31. Control lap l. Pai-ccl 32.00 AndCFsTr1 County
keidenIiai Property
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INIIJAL DLCSRN ANDORDIiR

Sthtement of the Case

The sLibi oct property is presently valued as foil ‘ws:

I...NI VALVE, MFROVNMLNTVALIJE *IOTAI. VAI.tII: :‘I4fl1
Sll} Sl04400 SITII200 S-125S0

Au appeal ha been filed on behalf of the properly owner "ith the State Board of

[qualization. [Etc undimigned adnlinistrativejtlLlue conducted a hearing in thk iu,uirer r1

April 2o. 21116 in :ririuu,. lenuicee In nitcuithutiec at lie hearing wcr*c John ,lIc - ‘lie

appellant, and Anderson County Property Assessor, ernon Lone.

FINDINGS_OF FACT AN[ CONCLUSRNS OF LAW

Subjeel properl ctniisis otu nie famib ucs,derice cc,IsTrtJcuctl iji 94 located

23 A I Ic Road iii AriderM ‘wi lie. lenrreee.

The taxpayer contended that subject properly should he valued at approximately

Si 41.001. In support ofthis position, the taxpayer arued that the 2015 courluvL1de

retpprak;ul cflLI.SCLI di his valuc arid axes to irLcrcthc eccHivcI’. In addition. lie

to xpavt’r maintained subject property experiences a loss iii value because LII its pIl’ III] y IL’

a mobile ho,ne l-Th, a communicatnons tower and a private air strip Moreover, the

Ii pa ver rc’ti lied s Ibid property is located in a rural area and IacIs the amenities found in

ujhdiv,uini Iiorrre mall, the t.Ipaver noted various "repaiu uI1Icet prOI1crt uiLV&b’

such as a new roof. painting refinishinc the hardwood floors, rcmodeling the bathroom, etc.

[bc assessor contended that suhjt property should be valued at S I 70201 In

support I’this msiliuni. the property record card wa introduced inn

The hasi.s of’ valuation as su:iui_’tI in ‘leuiujetc T,rdo Annuiaicd Sccliprr I7_5.0l UI 5

that ‘Itjhe value of all property shall be ascertained from the evidence of its sound. intrinsic

and immediate ValUe, or purposes ofsale between a willing seller and a willing buyer

wutEjout couisideration ti[speculati e aIUe

- her 11:1’ irig reviewed all the evidence in the case, the admini si rative judge Ii, ‘Us Iluit

the subject property should remain valued at SI 71,2111 based upon the presumption of

correctness art:mching to the decision ofthe Anderson Counly Board of EluaIi’aIiOut



Since the taxpayer is appealing from die determination ofthe Anderson Count’

Hoard ofEqualizattoii. the burden oiiiroolis In the apnver. See Ste Hoard of

Equaliz;ii]kiJt Rule iWii{,. I-. I I anti the Fnk *fuuut mJ/uh,xL . U

onuvi Board, 621 S.W.2d 515 1 cut]. App 98.

the administrativejudge finds that the lair market value ofsuhject pi-opei-tv as of

Jatiriar’ 1.2015 COnstitutes the reIe ant >t’e. the itlininistrativejudge finds that the

.-.scsspiiettt Appeals Cumnitssiorj Iii’ repcalct]I rereeted at rmciils hased LIpOrI the atnourit

by wiuch an appraisal has increased is a consequence ofreappraisal. For example, die

Comrriission rejected such an argument in E. B. ki.c.ce/I. Jr. Shelby County, lix Veam 1991

arid I 92 reasoning itt perthieut pan i. lollows;

I lc rate Ii I1creac in die assessment of the collect
properly since the last reappraisa] or e en Iat year tttay he
athrudng hut is lot evidence that the ‘alue is wronc!. It is
eonCcj able that values may cIiaiize draniat ica liv or so’ iie
properties. c vert Mv Cr ‘0 short o time a a year.

ihe best evidence ofthc present value ifa icidential
property is generally sales ofpropenies comparable to the
subject, comparable in features relevant to value. Perlict
comparability is not required, hut relevani di] ]Łreiicc should be
e,Iaiiic&I and accounted for by ‘easo,ial,lc adjiistmenl. II
cv,tle,lcc Old SdlC i presented without the ,ec1t,’rtd a,ialvsts of
coniparahilitv. it is difficult or intpos’ililc fur LL, to use lie 5ilC
as rn indicator of value- -

Final Decision and Order at 2. The adniinistratisejudge finds the Asses.cnient rpals

:rtItu,ion Ems also ruled that taxes ai*e stnipl ,r,clcvartt In he issue oftnarker value, See

Jolwi C’ a Iwrir-u, ..J. //untt’ tShclhv Co., Tax Year 1911,

The adiiiirnstrati judge lads merely reciting factors that could cause a dimunition

itt value does not es tab] sb the current appraisal exceeds market nIne. The administrative

judge Il ids tic A s.wssu re,tt Appeals ‘0mm ission has mud on numerous occas ions that orte

must qiw,iiiti: the lt,s,s in ‘aue one contends has not been adequately considered. See. e.g.,

fjyj .1 pr Rut/i Ho,ztyutt Carter Co. Tax Year 1995 wherein the Assessmeitt .- ppeals

Coittnii.s ion ruled lila! the taxpayer introduced insufficient cv idence quantify the ‘oss in

dulLie Ironi the stii,,a .,s,ciaIciI iIi’ .i gasoline spill. 1 Etc ommbiriI suited it’ peiliriettt

part as follows:

- IOu a.essor conceded that the gasoline spill a tlŁcted the ‘ullue
of the property, hut he i’serted thai hi a] uation already rcfl cets
a leilticiloll oil 5!! Hr the effects of the spill he
adnilnistrative judge ruiecled Mr. Hoiiecutt’ S Clailti or alt
additirial reduction in the taxable value, noting that he had not
produced evidence by which to quantify the effect of the
‘‘stigma.’ The Commission finds it,sel Iin the same pu’’1 ri.
oncediiw hat the marketahili!v 0] a property may be affected
by contamination of a Ic ighhori Mg property. we ii inst I ii e pni



that allot. us to quantif’ the loss in value, such as saks of
comparable properties. Absent lii proofhere we mLit accept
as sufik ciii. the asc,ors attempts to reflect ci iv rori’tic’ital
eondittnt in the present value II!w ,nipefly.

Final Dcciiiii arid aler at 1-2. Similarly, ri K1vo,,ifi R. and Rebecca I.. A4i,n Shelby

Co.. lax ‘lear I 99S, the Commission ruled in relevant part as follows:

ihe taxpayer also claimed kit the land Inc set by the
assessiiiu autlioiitie. "IS too hick. lii support oi that p0511100,
she claimed that...thc use d surrotiridilii! pi-opeily detracted
from tic value of their property A> o the asseflioli the use
of properties has a detrimental effect on the value of the subject
property, that assertioii, ‘vit]iout some valid method of
quantiR jig the same, is nicaningIes.

Final Ecemsion alit] luIc, al 2.

Respectfully the administrative judge finds that thc repairc" sumnmairzed by the

taxpayer seemingly coo.isl of routine maintenance and home impro’ cnierit. I tic

administrative judge li,itk that insutikient evidence as immlroclucetl quantity iii pusiblc

resulting lov iii value.

Ull1R

It therefore ORDERED that the follow i hg i lue arid asessnient be adopted for tax

year 21115:

LAND VAlUE lNIl’R VFilNF Vl,VF TOTAL VALVE ASSESSNIENI

$65800 5104400 S17020i S42.550

It is FURTHER ORDBRFD that any applicable hearing cots be assessed pursuant to

lehiri. ‘tde Arm, § 5-I 501d and Slaic Eloart! iF Lt]LnhIi/:Lliimn Rule 0601-I-I’

Pu rsua ‘it to lie .I iiifonii Admi ii sm-at :e Procedures Act, Tenu. Code . an. 4-5-

301- 525. Thm. Code Ann. § 67-5-I I, and the Rules ofCoriiested Case Prcedure ofthe

State Board of I:Llualizacion, lie parlit’ ire adised otthe follovinu remuedic

A party ii may Ippe I this decision and order to lie A ssemci1t A plici I

Comnision pursimailt to Tenn. Code Arm § 67-5 - I SO I and Rule L l91Q- I - 12

of ‘tic Contested Case Procedures of the State Board of Equalization.

J’eriricssee Code A]lEIOIated 67-S.. t 5i}ltc pnl L…ic thai iii aplitil niut lie

riled within thirty 30 days from the date the initial decision is sent."

Rule ibti[}-l_. 2 of the Contested Case Procedures of the State Board of

Equal /a! ito provides that the appeal be tiled with the Ps ccutive Secreta cv of

lie Slate I eard arid that the appeal "identifSt the allegedly crrrwolIs

findings of fact ond/or concltisonU1 of hiw in the initisl order", or

2 A party ‘ia’- petition for reconsideration of this decision and order pursuani lii

Jean. Code Ann. -5-7 I’ within fifteen Ii days of theclitry of the oidcr.

petition br ivcL,nNitlL’lmtjm,ii rims. ‘laic the peciie gnouiiLlS 01011 which



relief is requcsted The filing of a petition for reconsideration is not a

IcrrqLIPlc for SCULLILL! adwintrjiic orjudicial rC 1CW Or

A pHrIv may petition or a sln LII cllc lverLes of this deckion and order

pursuant to Tern!. Code Ann. 4-5- 16 within seven 7 days of the entry n1

the order.

1iii order clocs not hccumc lii mlii in otflcial cc’-iificaic is i>SLICJ N tEtu

AsLssrncnI Appcnls ‘niiimissiori. Official certiIiitc Ire normally issued c’ erity-IRC

75 din s ;ificr lie ent.y ofthe initial decision and order mo party has appealed.

F. cI:REJthis 12th da ofI, 2006.
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